Concordia Theological Monthly
Volume 12

Article 75

12-1-1941

Verbal Inspiration- a Stumbling-Block to the Jews and Foolishness
to the Greeks
Th. Engelder
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm
Part of the Religious Thought, Theology and Philosophy of Religion Commons

Recommended Citation
Engelder, Th. (1941) "Verbal Inspiration- a Stumbling-Block to the Jews and Foolishness to the Greeks,"
Concordia Theological Monthly: Vol. 12 , Article 75.
Available at: https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol12/iss1/75

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Print Publications at Scholarly Resources from
Concordia Seminary. It has been accepted for inclusion in Concordia Theological Monthly by an authorized editor
of Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary. For more information, please contact seitzw@csl.edu.

Engelder: Verbal Inspiration- a Stumbling-Block to the Jews and Foolishness

Concordia
Theological Monthly
Vol. XII

DECEMBER. 1941

No. 12

Verbal Inspiration - a Stumbling-mock to the Jews
and Foolishness to the Greeks
(Continued)

Robert F. Horton is "smitten with amazement at the unobservant and unintelligent treatment of Scripture which alone has
rendered the old theory of Inspiration possible for thinking men."
(Revel11tion. a.nd the Bible, p.120.) F. Pieper finds that "the objections to the verbal inspiration of Holy Scripture do not manifest
great ingenuity or mental acumen, but the very opposite" (What
l1 Christillnity? P. 243). Who is right? Let us examine a few
more of the absurdities and sophistries employed by the modems
in their polemics against Verbal Inspiration.
No.13. The moderns deal largely in bare assertions and bland
assumptions. -These assumptions do not deserve to be classed
with the hypotheses. Both lack proof, but while the legitimate
hypothesis at least makes an honest attempt to support itself by
pointing to certain facts, the assertions now before us have nothing
back of them but the word of their proponents. -We are not now
concerned with disproving these assertions. We are simply listing
them as unsupported assertion. -Those that have been discussed
above are set down here again for the purpose of proper classification; and a few new specimens are added.
1) "God cares not for trifles." That is N. R. Best's assertion.
"There is a great maxim dear to the most just and most enlightened
legal minds- a maxim drawn from ancient Rome, the mother of
the world's jurisprudence: 'The law cares not for trifles.' It is
a maxim which theology ought to adopt in honor of the heavenly
Father, whose infinite mind is the native home of law as well as
of revelation, and whose love desires for mankind no petty securities within tight-closed corrals but abundant life along the wide
ranges of a free universe. 'God cares not for trifles.' Certainly it
56
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is an intellect cbiJdJsbl;y resbicted which is able to bn■sJne Him
who 'upholdeth all th1np by the word of His power' alttiq in the
central rulenhlp of the universe with concern in Bis thought about
the poaibillty that Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John would not pt
it straight whether Peter denied his Lord to two or only to one of
the high priest's serving maids." (Inapin&tion, p. 79.) We wUl
grant that ''the law cares not for trifles." But we are uJdn8 for
proof that, because the law cares not for trifles, Gocfdoes not cue
for these so-called trifles of contradictions and errors in the Bible.
None is offered. Nothing but rhetorical declamation is offered.
We have nothing but Best's word for the axiom: "God c■res not
for triftes."
2) Best's negative assertion declares in the positive form: Inspiration coven only the Gospel-message, or only the important
doctrinal declarations of Scripture. The modems consider this one
of their strongest arguments against Verbal Inspiration. Both the
liberals and the conservatives make much of it.129> But, u a rule,
they offer no proof for it. The Bible nowhere makes the statement
that inspiration must be restricted to the truths of salvation. But
the moderns take it to be a self-evident truth. They do not care to
waste words on proving an axiom. So we have to tell them that
we are not minded to accept such a far-reaching statement on their
bare word, on the strength of their subjective conviction.
3) We need not be surprised that the modems who deal with
bare assumptions in the most important matters should be guilty of
the same presumption with regard to less important, comparatively
less important, matters. For instance, the story of Jonah is not
a true story but, as H. L. Willett tells us, "is given the mold of a
novel. . . . The incidents of the storm, Jonah's deliverance by the
great fish (perhaps intended as a symbol of Israel's engulfment and
restoration), are the dramatic embellishments of a story with a very
definite purpose." (Op. cit., p. 110.) Where is the proof for the
statement that a novelist invented the story of the great fish and
hid a comforting truth in it? No proof is offered. Prof. J. W.
129) For instance: H. L. WiJJett (llbernl): ''The finality and authority
of the Bible do not reside in all of its utterances, but in thase peat
characters and messages which are easily dl.sc:cmed u the mountain
peaks of its contents. Such portions arc worthy to be called the Word
of God to man." (The Bible thT"Ough. tile Centurie•, p. 289.) Jmeph
Stump: "The holy writers were inspired with a supernatural knowledp
of God and of His wW, and on these subjects their words are final and
infallible. On scientific matters they neither knew, nor professed to
know, more than other men of their day." (The Chrintan Faith, p. 319.)
The Lueheran, Feb. 22, 1939: 'The Holy Scripturea are the hifalllbJe
truth 'in all matters that pertain to His revelation and our salvation,'"
but on sec:uJar matters the "Bible writers wrote with the bacJqp'Ound of
their age and ita scientific beJie&."
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Barlne writes In the Luthcrml, March 18, 19S'I: ''The book [Jonah]
Ja conaklered to be not literal history but parable or allegory•••.
So Jonah (Israel) was disgorged from the mouth of the great fish
{Babylon)." Where is the proof that the writer of this book did
not expect his readen to take these occurrenc:es u facts but lmew
that they would find an instructive parable In lt? Pure romancing

on the part of the moderns, and they want ua to accept theiT

romance u true. And Professor Horine goes on to tell ua that the
Lord's reference to thla story does not prove lt to be a true story.
"He Ja ■Imply using it u an illustration. . . . Just u we refer to the
Prodigal Son or the Good Samaritan In preclaely the same terms
we should use wen their adventures hutoric:al facta'' (our italics),
"ao may Christ have done here." Where does Chriat indicate that
He ls treating thla story BB a parable? We are certalnly not ready
to accept the mere clietum of men BB valid proof. Another statement by Willett: "There are three books in the Hebrew Scriptures
which have the appearance of works of fiction written with a
definite bearing on current thought and intended to be tracts for
the times. They are Ruth, Jonah, and :Esther. . . . These are
Biblical romances." (Op. cit., pp.102, 107.) To us they do not
appear to be romances. Whose word counts for most?

4) They do indeed offer proofs for the unhistorical character of
the Book of Jonah, but these proofs, too, consist of nothing but bare
assertions and aaumptions. First, in answer to our objection that
the Hebrews would hardly admit a book of fiction into their sacred
canon, they remind us of "the inveterate love of romance common
to the ancient Jews with the other nations of the East." Granted
that the ancient Jews and the other nations of the East had an
inveterate love of romance,-the nations of the West have it, too,that has no bearing on the question. Love of romance will not permit a religious people to justify a pious fraud in sacred matters.1:IOI
And then they point out, as corroborating the theory that the story
is a parable that "the belly of a sea-monster is actually used in
Jeremiah (51:34, 44) as a figure for the captivity of Israel." Again:
"The myth of the sea-monster is preserved not only in the story of
Jonah, but in fragmentary allusions to the leviathan, Rahab, and
the dragon, in Job 3: 8; 26: 12, 13; Is. 51: 9; cf. 27: 1." Is the reader
130) R. A. Redford: ''Mr. Cheyne remarks (in Theol. Rev., XIV,
p. ~that 'ordinary readers, especially when Influenced by theological
prej
, are unable to realize the inveterate love of romance common
to the ancient Jews with the other nations of the East.' Yet surely, if
that were 10, it would make the fact of the admisalon of a mere book
of &ctlon into the canon all the more inexplicable, for the compilers of
Scripture, knowing the prevailing tendency, would be careful to exclude
audi a book. • • • 'l'hirilly, there is the cl1Jllculty of reconellinJI: such a
legend about a great prophet, given in his name with his c:naracter,
un1ea it were true.n (Studies i" the Book of Jonah, p. 38.)
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able to see the connection? Redford says: "A theory of this kind
is bued upon ao many aaumptlom that it demands a1mmt lmplldt
faith in those who put it forth." (P. 39.) ''We protest aplmt the
random assertions of the critical school" (P. 88.)
5) The Bible-story of the Creation, of the Temptation, and the
Fall get the same treatment as the story of Jonah. It ls said to
be against the spirit of the Bible to take these stories literally; they
are myths indeed, but myths which teach Important spiritual
lessons. They speak of ''the mcijeatic creation myth" (Georgia
Harkness). "For myself, I think it (Gen.1) holy ground" (H. E.
Fosdick, Modem Uae ,of the Bible, p. 52). "They declare that what
has been called the fall of man, original sin, and the devil, these are,
at best, grecit mythological theories." (J. S. Whale, The Chriltin
AflftDff to Pni11er, p. 35.) "Gen. 3 ls a didcictic poem." (See .ReUgicm i. G. u. G., •.v. Sunde.) ''The ezplciuforJI myth of Eve and
the apple." (S. McDowell, I• Sin Our Fault? P. 234.) J. Ill. Gibson
asks men to ''recognize the marvelous grace of God in so llftlng up
the best legendary literature of the world, such as the story of the
Garden of &len or of the Fall, as to make it the vehicle of high and
pure revelation"; and T. A. Kantonen chides those who "have regarded the stories of the Temptation and the Fall as mere historical
narratives rather than profound prophetic philo1oph11 of hutor,f
(see p. 252 above). Indeed? Where does the Bible say or indicate that? Once more we are asked to take their word for It.
6) Higher criticism, which ls responsible for 3), 4), 5), is
made up almost entirely of bare assertions and mere assumptions.
There is, for instance, the great Redactor. We are supposed to believe in his existence and work on their mere word. Their fi,DJ
created him. And how do you know that the various documents
which were finally fused into the documents that make up the
Bible really existed? Ask the higher critlcs.1311
131) Read again Prof. J. J . Reeve's statement. ''These presuppcllitlom
and aaum_ptlons are the determining element in the entire movement. •••
The use of the Redactor is a case in point. This purely Imaginary beln&
unhistorical and unscientific, is brought Into requisition at abnost every
dUBculty." (Fundammtal•, m, p. 98.) And hear Prof. W. H. Green, Th•
Untt11 of the Book of Genesis (p. 572): ''The alleged diversity of clietlon,
style, and conception is either altogether fictitious or ii due to cWferences
in the subject-matter and not to a diversity of writen. The continuity
and Rlf-consistency of Genesis, contrasted with the fragmentary char-

acter and mutual inconsistencies of the documents, prove that Genesis
is the original of which the so-called documents are but aeveral para.
The role attributed to the Redactor is an impossible one, and proves
him to be an unreal penonage. And the arguments for the late date
of the documents and for their origin in one or the other of the dlvidecl
ldngdoma are built upon perversions of the history or upon unproved
assumptions" (See Dr.LFuerbrlnger's article on this point in Lehn
und Weh7'e, 1898, p. 208 ff.)
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7) Higher critlclsm again: "It Is probably due to the Influence
of Q that lllark locates the temptation at the beginning of Jesus'
mlnlatry, omitting cletalls; but from Matthew it Is evident that the
ltory Is a piece of apoc:a)yptlc symbolism, evidently 'literary' in
conceptlon. though doubtless originally oral in form. . . . This [the
Tranaftauratlon] Is either an account of a resurrection appearance
which hu been antedated and shifted back into the Galilean ministry, or it Is the account of IIOffle ecstatic experience born of
exalted faith, told and retold in terms similar to the accounts of
the Reaurrection and hence influenced by the latter." (Quoted from
Frederick C. Grant's The Gospel of the Kingdom, in KiT'Chlic:he
Zeftachri~, lMO, p. 553.)
8) Some more higher criticism romancing. The writer of the
artlcle "The 'Cunlng' of the Fig-Tree" in the Luth. Chv.T'Ch Quarterlv, April, 1936, assumes the role of the Redactor of Mark. "The
condition of the story is singularly chaotic. . . . In some instances it
becomes possible to reconstruct with a fair degree of probability an
earlier form of a given incident than the one which Mark presents.
. • . It Is obvious that, if food had been lacking in Bethany, the disciples would have been hungry, too, and the story would almost
certainly have disclosed the fact in some way. There is no such
indication. Apparently Jesus was the only one who 'hungered.' ...
Nothing Is said in the story about the owner of the tree.. . . Jesus
is now said to have deprived the owner of his tree, not only without due process of law, but apparently without a thought." The
Redactor then tells us how Matthew edited the original story and
that "ll Is possible that this parable of Luke's (13: 6-9) may have
been the kernel from which Mark's story sprouted," and that the
true story is simply this, that Jesus saw a dying fig-tree and said it
would soon wither away, and so it did; the next morning it ,aa.a
withered away, and "Peter saith unto Him: Rabbi, behold, the figtree is withered away."
9) H. E. Fosdick asserts: "It is impossible that a book written
two or three thousand years ago should be used in the twentieth
century A. D. without having some of its forms of thought and
speech translated into modem categories." (Op. cit., p.129.) One
of these antiquated forms of thought is the belief in the resurrection of the flesh. Another is the "ascription of many familiar ailments to the visitation of demons" (p. 35); as S. Cave puts it:
"Where Paul speaks of 'demons,' we speak of 'neurosis,' 'complexes,'
and 'repressions"' (What Shall We Sav of Cl&riat? P. 55) . For the
p ~ of the present section it will be sufficient that we match
Fosdick's assertion with the counter-assertion: It is possible for
men of the twentieth century to employ the Biblical forms of
thought. In addition, we point out that the proof offered by Fos-
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cllck and Cave for their assumption J8 also nothing but an aaumptlon: where J8 the proof that the "demons" Paul speab of were

common ailments?
10) True, these assumptions are frequently introduced with
a "perhaps." "Jonah's deliverance wu pemapa Intended u •
symbol" Mark's Redactor speaks of "a fair degree of probability."
H. L. Willett answers the question "What J8 the Q on wblch the
gospels are said to be founded?" thus: ''It J8 one of the documenta
which scholars have auumecl as a source, ••• pahapa In Aramaic,
. . . po1siblt1 from the hand of Matthew himself." (The Chriltfn
CentuTJI, March 2, 1938.)13:11 We give due credit to the honesty
which inspires the cautious "if'' and "perhaps." But we have to
point out that the higher critics are making these hypothetlcal usertlons with a purpose. They are thereby paving the way for
later dogmatic assertions. And they are certainly asking for 110111•
sort of credence for their suggestions. - Whether they Introduce
their assertions with an "if" or a "verily," they are asking UI to
subscribe to their guesses.
This, then, is the situation: we are denounced u obscurantlsta
for believing the dictum of God and are invited to accept u true the
dictum of men. We are asked to discard the oracles of God on the
strength of the oracular assertions of men.1aa1 The result would be
132) Ktrc:71Hc71e Zeitschrift, 1940, p. 551, quotes from The Go,pal
of the Kb19dom: "If, as also seems probable, the Marean peric:ope II
bused upon, or at least echoes, a section in Q, then perhaps the later
evangelists were really justified in both these oaumpUons, viz., , • .•
and comments: "Providing we admit several 'ifs,' 'editors,' 'later bands,'
'as is probable,' plus 'glosses,'
'copyists
and
making errors,' with a few
hasty generalizations thrown in, we can arrive at any conclusion we

want, preserving at the some time an appearance of great criUcal
acumen.
H. M'Intosh: "Professor Sdunledel's
article
In E11cvclopaeclfa
"
BibHcci abounds with his 'may be,' 'might be,' 'J,oalble.' 'The olleged
oeculons of utterance mav Teall11 11ave been conlusions of two or more
oeculons. . • . Some of the words n1a11 ,10& have proceeded from Jesus
directly.' . . . If such hallucinations and ratiocinations were to be
tolerated, then, a11vthtno ma11 be, and verily the world mav rest on an
elephant, the elephant on a tortoise, the tortoise on nothlnR, as Sc:bmledel
in vacuum certainly does...." (11 Christ InfalHble and the Bible Tnae:?
p. 408.)
133) L. Gaussen: "Critical science does not keep Its place when,
instead of being a scientific Inquirer, It would be a judge; when, not
content with collecting together the oracles of God, It sets about mmposing them, decomposing them, canonizing them, dec:anonlzlng them;
and when It gives forth oracles Itself!" (Theopneustia, p. 324.) We shall
not blame M'Intosh f'or dealing severely with the "writers who denounce
every independent man that, after the example and on the authority of
Christ and of His inspired apostles, would dare to uphold the Bible
claim or to differ from the false but oracular oaertlons, or to refuse
the lnfolllble ipse dtzit, of those presumptuous speculators who are vain
enough to claim for their own crude, ephemeral productions what they
deny to the oracles of God." (Op. c:it., p. IX.)
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that men treat great stories of the Bible u romances and accept the
mmandnp of the critics as true.
So we have this situation: the moderns have been telling us
that the facts In the case are against Verbal Implratlon. We ask
them to produce these facts. And here they are offering us a lot
of aaumptlons!
No.14. The modems operate quite a bit with sophistries. We
have already noted a number of cases of fallacious reasoning.
Some of these, with a few additional ones, are set down here for
a more parUcular examination.
The modems operate with this argument: Not all parts of
Scripture are of equal value; it follows that not all parts of Scripture are Inspired or, as they sometimes put it, equally inspired.
J.M. Gibson declares that they "who insist on every part of the
Bible being equally inspired" fall In their "duty of giving the
Gospel its due place of prominence" (The lnapimticm. and Authoritt1
of HolJI Scripture, p.101). S. P. Cadman wrote in the Herald
Tribune of New York: "Do not regard the books of the Bible as
infallible in every particular or of equal value In all their parts."
(See The PreabJ1terian., July 12, 1928.) The Alleman manifesto
makes the defenders of Plenary Inspiration say: "All Scripture is
on the same level . . . One word is as important as another." (Luth.
Chun:h Qu111"teTlt1, 1940, p. 354.) The meaning of these declarations ls that, if a man believes that all parts of the Bible are inspired, he will have to teach that nll parts of the Bible are on the
same level of importance. -There is a fallacy in the argument, for
the relative value of a statement has no relation to the fact of its
inspiration. The argument is a prize 110n. aequituT. And this is
the consequence of the sophistry: Verbal Inspiration is made ridiculous. Gibson carries the ridicule so far as to pity the poor
preacher who "might preach on the Bible for fifty years and never
once bring the gospel in," "on the principle of all parts of Scripture being equally inspired" (loc. cit.) . Somebody is certainly
taking a ridiculous position.1:s,,
Next: Paul himself said that Inspiration did not keep him from
human error; he said: "We have this treasure in earthen ves134) M'Intoah: "Nor does the advocacy of inerrancy require or im_ply
holdJng the equality in value of all parts of Holy Writ, as has so often
falsely been averrec:I. . • • In actual fact and in habitual conception they
hold them to be equally true and inerrant, but not equally importanL .•.
The sim_ple-minded earnest Christiana regard the Scriptures, and the
Church bu ever regarded them, as of almost inftnitely diversified value, jmt u Cnatlcm. u, though. everv part and particle of it u neverthelea
the product of God.,. And now pay attention to the further remark:
"Yes, it !I because they hold it to be all inspired of God, and therefore
all inerrant, that they hold all to be of real though not of equal value;
which the others do not and cannot." (Op. cit., pp. 463 f.)
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aeJa.111»1 - But St. Paul is not referring to Inspiration here. WPaul apeaka of inspired words, he tells us that they are supplied
by the Holy Spirit, not by man'• wisdom; they are unaffected by
human frailty; they are word■ abaolutely true. Here be ii pralllq
God for carrying on the work of the ministry of grace throuah
weak vessels, frail men.1a1 It is contemptible aophlatry to make
out of a true statement of Paul a statement which he would denounce as false. The pettifogger employs such tactics. He tries to
make the witness say that black ls white.
Note the sophistry contained In the following statement: "I am
not overlooking the passages of Scripture quoted by Calvinllt1c:
theologians in suppport of their doctrine of Scriptural infallibility•
. . . The point here that is relevant to our thought ii that even such
supernatural guidance would not render these written reports any
more certain than human language can be. . • . Of the earth, earthy,
its words carried by men to facilitate their undentanding, description, and cooperative control of earthly things, human language
simply cannot be a literal vehicle for conveying God's infallible will
and wisdom to men. . . . We have found that, if God should super135) J.M. Gibson: "The defenden of the authoritative inspiration
of the ScrlptW'C!S have postulated as a neccalb' of the cue the emancipation of all the writers of Scripture from the effecta of human weabea
and llmltatlon." But "the treasure ls In earthen vessels. • • • We cannot
claim perfection for any of the oz:,ans or vehicles of lnsplraUon." (Op. dt.,
pp. 32, 144.) G. L. Raymond: ' 'We have this treasure,' says Paul In
2 Cor. 4:7, 'In earthen vessels.' • . • Now, If all other earthen veaelsc:rystals, ftowen, and animals - leave some of their material lnfluence
upon the evident divine plan to shape them In accordance with a divine
law, why should not the human mind also leave some of lta more powerful mental influence upon the truth which the mind receives, trammits,
and, to a certain extent, interprets?" (The Payeholog'II ol lupirmfow1
p. 15'.) The following statement shows that the moderns make use oz
St. Paul's words to support not only the thesis that the Bible contains
mistakes but also their thesis that the imperfections and mistakes 1n
Scripture enhance the value of Scripture (Auertlon 7). W.Sanday:
"We do not think It likely that God would allow the revelation of Himsell to be mixed up with such imperfect materials. But we are no good
judges of what God would or would not do. Hf1 wa111 an not our 1Dfl.,,,_
Out of the im_perfect He brings forth the perfect. It ls so in the world
of nature, and It ls so in the world of grace. We 1111ve our trea111re ill
earthen. veuela. The vessels may be earthen, but the treasure which
they contain ls divine. • . • If the Bible had been so [more perfect than
It u], It could never have been in such close contact with human nature.
Its message could never have come home to us so fresh and warm as
It does. As It ls, It speaks to the heart, and It does so because, accordinl
to a fine saying in the Talmud, it ,peak, in die tongue ol the chfJdrn
of men. • • . The body, the outward form, may be of the earth, earthy,
but the spirit by which it ls pervaded and animated ls from heoven.n
(The Oracle, ol God, p. 29.) - Italics in the orlglnal.
138) See Kretzmann's and Lenski'• commentaries. Luther: "Our
hands and tongues are indeed perishable and mortal things, but throuah
these means, through these J>C!rishable and earthen vessels, the Son of
God wants to exhibit power. (VI:p.144.)
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naturally reveal Himself and His teaching to men, this revelation
could not be absolute or lnfalllble to any finite man. (R. W. Nelson,
In Cllridndom, IV, p. 400 ff.)llT> '11le sophistry consbts in the
subtle mixing up of the terms ••absolute," perfect, and "'infallible,"
true. True enough, the lnftnlte cannot be compressed into, and

expnaed by, the finite. Human language cannot express the full
meaning of divine thinp. But only the unwary reader will be led
by Professor Nelson to conclude therefrom that God is unable to
give 111, by means of the human language, a tn&e knowledge of
divine thlnp. In the words of Dr. Pieper: 1 'We have not, indeed,

a full, complete, perfect knowledge of God, but we do have a COTTect
knowledge, such as befits the weakness of the earthly life. . . . '11le
'absolute knowledge of God' belongs to the aine mente aoni [sounds
without sense] with which the vocabulary of certain philosophers
and philosophizing theologians abounds." (Ch:r. Dog., II, p. 40.)
When God gave man his language, He took care to supply it with
all the terms needed to express so much of the divine wisdom as we
need to know at present, to know with absolute certainty. Gibson's
quips about the heavenly language, the "'perfect language" in which
a "perfect revelation" would have to be written, and the "miraculously reconstructed humanity" called for by this "unknown language" (see preceding article, Note 108) reveal his ignorance of
the distinction between full knowledge and correct knowledge.
Note also the equivocation in his use of the term 1 'whole truth."
The Bible does not reveal the whole truth; we know only "in part";
and there are divine mysteries which we shall never fathom. On
the other hand, the Bible does reveal the whole truth, all and
everything we need to know for our salvation.
It should also be pointed out that, in elaborating his statement
that "such supernatural guidance would not render these written
reports any more certain than human language can be," Professor
Nelson confines himself to the discussion of whether spiritual things
can be revealed in human language. But "'the Calvinistic [Lutheran, Biblical] doctrine of Scriptural infalllbility" covers not only
what Scripture says concerning God's will and wisdom, concerning
divine things, but also what Scripture says concerning earthly
things, scientific, historical matters and the like. Many, perhaps
most, of the attacks against the inerrancy of Scripture are directed
against the latter class of statements. And now Professor Nelson
makes the general statement that inspiration would not render
137) G. L. Raymond hu n similar statement: ''The exact fact seems
to be that the spiritual, which is infinite in its nature, ncc:euarily becomes
flnite when limited, or-what is the same thing-made definite by
being expreaed- and too often ncppTeuecl- in terms applicable only
to material conditions." (Op. cit., p. 308.)
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thae writtn. npo,u any more certain than human ]aJllulp
can be. The statement is too sweeping. Whether ~ certain can be said about divine thinp we have just d1lc:uaecL But
will any one question, will Professor Nelson question, whether
human language is capable of expressing earthly tblnp In exact
language? Whatever the limitations of human language are, the
holy writers, the Holy Ghost, found very exact words to set forth
the fact that Jesus was bom while Cyrenlus was govemor of Syria.
Here is the statement that heaven and earth were created In llx
days. Human language has no words, indeed, to define "created,"
but it has the facilities to express the fact that in six days Goel
created heaven and earth in exact terms. The ax-head did not
sink. Any doubt in the mind of any linguist about the meaninl of
these words? No human words can explain the miracle, but the
inspired language on this point is not subject to the least doubt.
The least that Professor Nelson could do was to say in a footnote:
"My statement is too sweeping. I should have said that on many
points in dispute between the inerrontists and the errorists the
written records speak a language which is certain and exact."
The sophistry hidden - clumsily hidden - in the assertion that
Luke's statement concerning his careful historical investigations
proves that he did not claim inspiration for his writing has received
sufficient attention. See Assertion No. 2, c. The same with regard
to the distinction made between "foctual truth" and ''religious
truth" (parables, etc.). See Assertion 2, d and Assertion 4, b. But
our task is not yet finished. Other sophistries need attention. And
because these are put forth with particularly loud clamor and receive great popular acclaim, we sholl discuss them in separate
sections.
No. 15. The stateipent that the Bible is out of harmony with
science finds wide acceptance. It is boodled obout as an axiomatic
truth.138 > But it is not a true statement. It is a sophistry, and men
accept it so readily only because they fail to see the equivocation
with which it operates. (1) The term "science" is used as equivalent to the term "scientists." What the scientists say, or rather, to
use precise language, what some scientists say, is labeled as the
findings of science. And many are enmeshed by the sophistry.
They know that science does not lie. What is established as a fact
138) H. L. Willett: "Nor were the writen of the Bible s a f ~
supernaturally or in _any other manner from the usual hJstorical and
llcientlilc errors to which men of their age were liable." (The Bible
throug1' the Centurie•, p.284.) A. J. Trover: "Does not modem sdence
contradict the Scriptures?" (The Luthcn&n, Feb. 22, 1939.) Clarence
Darrow, at a forum conducted in St. Louis, May, 1931: "The various part.
of the Bible were written by human beings who had no lmowfedp
of llcience, little knowledge of life, and were influenced by the barbarous
morality of primitive times."
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-and the sole business of science la to establish facts -must
remain a facl The Bible cannot deny facts, cannot be out of
harmony with sclence. And now certain ''findings" of renowned
IClentlsta which the Bible does deny are presented to them as the
findlnp of science, and thoroughly bewildered, they conclude that
the Bible la out of hannony with science and cannot be the inerrant Word of God.
What they should say to the modems is this: "We must wait
for IClence to have reached a settled conclusion before any legitimate argument or any well-grounded objection to the Bible can
be fairly deduced from it. How opposite to this and how inconsistent with candor and common sense the course usually pursued
by opponents of revelation, we need scarcely pause to describe.
As soon as any idea has been started by some scientific man which
seems to conftlct with the received view of Christians, .:.... an idea
thrown out, perhaps, as a mere conjecture, or a theory, novel,
peculiar to himself, and as yet untested, - some are ready to exclaim, and to trumpet it in all the newspapers: 'Ah, Moses was mistaken! The Bible is in error! The learned Professor So-and-so
bas just discovered it. There can be no mistake about it thia time.
Science never lies!' True, science never lies. And so, figures never
lie; but they often deceive, they are often misinterpreted and misapplied. Our inference, our understanding, our observation of the
facts, or our induction from the facts may have been fallacious."
(B. Manly, The Bible DoctTine of InapiTlltion, p. 239.) The Bible
does not contradict a single established fact of science. The statement that the Bible is out of harmony with science should read:
The Bible is out of harmony with pseudoscience. What Solomon
says about the ants is declared to be false by a certain number of
scientists, not by science.
2) While some cite certain spurious facts against the Bible,
others operate with spurious findings deduced from facts, alleged or
real facts. In the statement ''The Bible is out of hannony with
science" the term "science" is sometimes used as an equivalent with
speculative science, "inductive science." But that is an equivocation. Science deals only with the truth; the conclusions of "inductive science" are in many cases false. They are the result not of
observation but of reasoning, and the reasoning of the scientific
philosopher is often at fault. Since the Fall the reasoning power of
man is greatly impaired.13!1> And we are certainly not going to
accept some of the deductions and all of the speculations of fallible
scientists as absolute truth. But these speculations are being
139) "Freilich, llebe Freunde, wenn die Vemunft noch waere, wie
Ile Gott den Mensc:hen anerschaffen hat, dann waere ale ein Licht, du
uns leuchten koennte." (Proc., Westem Dist., 1865, p. 56.)
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labeled u "science," and playing upon the reapec:t we have far
science, the sophists hope that we will buy their goods • bavlnl
real scientific value. Surely we know that what real aclace
teaches is true and cannot be ln conflict with the Blble.1 1 Bat
science in concnto, that Including the theories and IUeaell of tbe
scientists, cannot claim the dignity and authority of true aclenee.
We will not be duped by the ldentlftcatlon of these two terms attempted by the moderns.
We tell them, In the words of Dr. S. G. Craig: "It is one thlnl
to say that the Scriptures contain statements out of harmony with
the teachings of modem science and philosophy and a distinctly
different thing to say that they contain proved errors. Strictly
speaking there is no modem science and philosophy, but only
modem scientists and philosophers -who differ endlessly amont
themselves. It is only on the assumption that the discordant voices
of present-day scientists and philosophers are to be Identified with
the voice of science and philosophy that we are warranted in sayinl
that the Bible contains errors because its teachings do not alwaya
agree with the teachings of these scientists and philosophers. Does
any one really believe that science and philosophy have already
reached, even approximately, their final form?" (See L. Boettner,
The Inapinztion. of the Scriptures, p. 62.) When they reach their
final form, - in heaven, - they wlll agree with the Bible.
3) The statement that Scripture is out of harmony with science
is applied to a special case when the modems declare that the advanced scientific knowledge of our age has rendered the belief in
miracles ridiculous. We have examined the statement that "science
does not recognize miracles" under Assertion No. 8 and found that
it operates with the fallacy of the µn uPam;. We are now pointing
out that it operates with the fallacy of equivocation. Recall R. Seeberg's statement "In those days it was easy to believe in miracles.
Every one feels at once how far we have udvanced beyond the
naive views of the men of antiquity. . . . The Biblical writers did
not possess the exact knowledge of the cosmic laws which we have."
Hear H. E. Fosdick seconding him: "An ax-head might usually sink
In water, but there was no reason why God should not make it
float if He wished to do an extraordinary thing. It was surprisinl
when He did it, but it presented no intellectual problem whatever.
No laws were broken, because no lows were known. No Hebrew

'°

140) Dr. Walther: " We know for cl!Ttain that tl&ere b 110 cowtra-bet10en
dfctlcm and that then can be no contrad ction
Cl,riltla11 theolog11
and TRUE sdmce, science in abstnzcto." Walther adds, of courae, t!iat
"nevertheless we do not by any means regard it u the task of the
theologian, nor as pouible at any time, to bring our Biblical theoloSY
into harmony with science as it existll fn concreton
Wehre,(Lehn wul
1875, p. 41. See Pieper, op. cit., I, p.191).
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had ever dreamed of such a thing as a mathematical formula of
speelfic gravity In accordance with which an ax-bead in water
ought Invariably to sink." (Op. cit., p.137.) Right, says A. Hamack
in his Wein de1 Chriltentuma: "Ala Durchbrechung des Naturzullllllllllenhanp kann es kelne Wunder geben." (See Lehn und
Wehre, 1902, p. 31.) Others ridicule, on the same grounds, the belief
that God rules sickness and health and at times directly intervenes
for the good of His people. A. G. Baldwin: ''The attributing of the
various plagues to the direct intervention of a God offers difficulty
to any one whose knowledge of modem science gives him a different concept of cause and effect. But we must remember that
these stories were not written in a scientific era." (The Dnima. of
OuT" Religion, p. 49.) J. S. Whale: ''The view that God antecedently
wills the lightning stroke, shipwreck, cancer, cannot save itself,
especially in a scientific age. It is a matter of common observation
that 'Streams will not curb their pride The just man not to entomb, Nor lightning go aside To give his virtues room; Nor is that
wind less rough That blows a good man's barge.' " (The Christian
AM10eT" to the Problem of Evil, p. 33.) Now, when these men claim
that science discredits the miracles of the Bible and the miraculous
interventions of God, they are making the same equivocal use of
terms as we noted under (1) and (2). It is a spurious philosophy,
a spurious science, which they call in as witness for their side. And
their witness cannot qualify as an expert.
Besides, the statement under consideration operates, like all
sophJstries, with a truth which becomes a half-truth and with fallacious deductions. It is true that science has made great advances.
But it has not advanced quite so far as Seeberg's argument calls
for. J. A. Thomson told us that we know "only a few of the real
laws of nature." Dr. A. Lorenz informed us that the farther the
medical scientist advances in his studies, the more he "realizes how
little he knows.'' Our medical men confess that they do not know
exactly how the plague originates and how it spreads and ends.
A thousand questions of sickness and health have them baffled. So
Seeberg and Whale are operating with half-truths.
And it is less than a half-truth when Fosdick declares that the
action of the ax-head and the other miracles "presented no intellectual problem 10hatevff'' to Elisha and the other prophets. The
prophets and the apostles were not quite so "dumb.''
But we will grant that the Biblical writers knew less than we
do with regard to such things as the mathematical formula of
specific gravity. (Be careful, however, even here; you know little
on the question of how much less they knew.) What does that
prove for Seeberg's and Fosdick's contentions? Nothing. All the
advances that science has made and will make have no bearing on
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the question of miracles and any other direct Intervention of Goel.
What you know about the coam1c laws - even if you bad a full
knowledge of all the coam1c laws - does not give you the right to
ask for the floor when thb question is debated. The :mJracle II not
a problem of science. -By the way: if the prophets' belief ID
miracles had been due to their lack of scientlftc knowleclge, haw
will you account for the fact that leading men of aclence today find
it possible to believe in the direct Intervention of God? - Do not
appeal to science in order to make the prophets ridiculous! You
are making yourself ridiculous by committing the fallacy of cltinl
the cosmic laws against the miracles. In a court-room you would
be stopped by the objection: "Irrelevant!"
The second fallacy is committed when they use the "cause and
effect" argument. To be sure, every effect has a cause, but every
effect does not have a 114t'UT'Cll cause. The fact that the rising streams
In Whale's poem usually entomb the careless traveler-that is a
law of nature - does not prove that supernatural causes cannot
nullify the natural effect of the torrent. The Bl'IJUIDeDt used by
Whale and the others is called the fallacy of accident.
4) Practical application. We shall not revise the Bible for the
purpose of harmonizing it with "science." We are asked to do that.
Charles Gore says "it is disastrous to set religion In antagonism to
science or to seek to shackle science, which ls bound to be free."
(The Doctrine of the In.fallible Book, p. 8.) But that does not appeal to us. It would not be scientific. For the assertion that Scripture is not in harmony with science rests, as we have seen, on an
equivocation. There is no room in true science for equivocations,
untruths. And it would not be the Christian procedure. We heard
Dr. Pieper say that it is unworthy of a Christian to let human
opinions correct the Word of God (op. cit., I, p. 577). It is, therefore, as we heard Dr. Walther say, not the task of the theologian to
bring theology into harmony with science, as it exists in ccmcreto.
That would be disastrous. Those who make the practical application of the false theorem under consideration and attempt to harmonize Scripture with science by deleting what some scientists do
not like suffer a terrible loss. "Modem theology, fearful for the
future of the Church, has made an appeasement with science. It
has agreed to retain and maintain only so much of Scripture and
the Christian doctrine as will pass the test of 'science.' . . . '!be
result is that modem theology has lost the divine truth. It has
renounced Holy Scripture as the infallible truth and the sole
authority and corrupted all the chief articles of the Christian doctrine, taking the very heart out of them." (Pn>ceedinga, Delegate
Synod., 1899, p. 34.) If you think that the Bible-theologian Pieper
is here using immoderate language, hear Georgia Harkness: ''Then
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llberal theology came to terms with science, purging religious
thought of much error'' (a liberal is apeaklng), ''but moving so far
In the clirectlon of capitulation to the aclentlfic method that it almost
1ast Its soul." (The l'tdth bu 10htc1&. the Chun:1&. LivH, p. 142.)
No.16. Tbe quibble: "The Bible is not a text-book of science"
la used to buttress the contention that the Bible does not claim
exactness and lnfalllbllity for everything it states, that inspiration
coven only spiritual matters and does not extend to scientific
matters. Dr. A. J. Traver: "The Bible is true in all matters that
pertain to religion. It is not a text for biology or for chemistry. It
knows nothing of electricity or of airplanes. There is no reason
that It should. These are matters for the investigation and discovery of the human mind." "It is not necessary that men should
know how to fly in order to be saved from their sins. Bible-writers

wrote with the background of their age and its scientific beliefs.
The one thing that thev 10eTe ccilled to do 10u to nvecil God to
men." "Inspiration includes only the knowledge essential for
knowing God and His plan for man. It would seem absurd to turn
to the Bible for knowledge of electricity or biology or chemistry or
IIIIY of the sciences. In this field of human knowledge, men can
discover truth by searching after it." (The Luthenn, Jan. 23, 1936;
Feb. 22, 1939; May 10, 1939.) uu
The modems make much of this argument. They never fail to
use il You can hardly find a modern treatise on the inspiration
and fallibility of Scripture in which the author does not, sooner or
later, produce the clinching argument "The Bible is not a text-book
of science." Herc the conservatives use the same language as the
liberals. "Nor were the writers of the Bible safe-guarded supernaturally or in any other manner from the usual historical and
scientific errors to which men of their age were liable. Their work
is not a text-book on either of these subjects. . . . They referred
to the facts of nature as they were known in their day. But the
141) Similar statements. J . Stump (U.L.C.): "It must be borne in
mind that the Bible ls a religious book, and not a text-book on science.
The holy writers were inspired with a aupematural knowledge of God
and of His will; and on these subjects their words are final ancfinfallible.
On scientific matters they neither knew, nor professed to know, more
than other men of their day." (Op.cit., p.319.) R.F. Grau (Lutheran,
Koenlpberg): "If the morality of the Old Testament is imperfect, bow
can we attribute perfection to things which have much less relation to
the kingdom of God, auch as its cosmological, astronomical, chronological
Ideas? 'l'bese thlnp must rather be judged by the canon which Jesus
aet up in the wonis: 'Man, who made me a judge or a divider over you?'
(Luke 12:14.) Jesus would ask you, and I ask you: Who has given you
the right to look for cosmology, astronomy, etc., in the Bible, which ls
the book of salvation, of faith? Here the rule applies: Render unto
ldence and cultured progress the things which belong to science, and to
Goel and faith the things that belong to faith." (See Lehre ufld Wehre,
1893, p. 327.)
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themes with which they were concerned wwe not In tbeae ana.•
A liberal wrote that, H. L Willett. (Op. dt., p. 28'..) But J. Stump
might have written it. He did write the equivalent. H. E. Jacam
might have written it. "According to H. E. Jaa,ba," IQII Stump.
'the Holy Scriptures are the lnfaillble and inerrant record of
God's revelation of His saving grace to men.' The holy wrlten
were not insplred, however, to be 'teachen of astronomy or seolao
or physics.'" (See Leh.T'e und Weh.n, 1904, p. 88.) -'!'hey pramt
the argument in various forms. For instance: ''Nobody In hla
senses ever went to Jena for the latest news in pbyllcs or utranomy," says H.E.Fosdick (Op.cit., p.289), and Prof.J.0.Bvjen:
"Christ came not to teach science. . • . The Bible ls not an autbority
on geology, surgery, agrlculture, law'' (What la Lutl&ermlfam7
P. 24), and Prof. F. Baumgaertel: "Christ never claimed that Bil
knowledge of scientific matten was infallible, and scienm bu a
perfect right, in judging historical questions and matters connec:ted
with the origin of the Old Testament, to disregard the judpnent of
Jesus" (see W. Moeller, Um die Inapinmon. dff Bibel, p. 50). They set up the acceptance of this axiom with Its implication u
the mark of genuine Lutheranism. C. A. Wendell: ''Lutheranism
means three things: • • . (2) Faith in the Holy Scripture, not u
a fetish, on the one hand, nor a mere human document, on the
other, nor as an arsenal of theological polemics nor as a text-book
of history and natural science, but as the inspired Word of Goel,
whose purpose It is to make us wise unto salvation." (What Ia Lutheniniam? P. 242.) A. R. Wentz: "Neither will the Lutheran theologian regard the Bible as a text-book on any subject except the
special revelation of God in Jesus Christ. . . . The spirit of essential
Lutheranism does not rime with the literalism of the Fundamentalist, which makes the Bible a book of oracles, a text-book with
explicit marching orders for the 'warfare between science and religion.'" (What la Luthuaniam? P. 9L) W. Elert: "Die orthodoxe
Dogmatik nahm die Schrift trotz ihres Inspirationsdogmas-oder
auch dndurch verfuehrt- als Lehrbuch ueber alle darin vorkommenden heterogenen Inhalte. . . . Immerhin war hier aus der Bibel,
die Luther als Gesetz und Evangelium las, ein naturwlssenschaftllcher Kanon geworden." (MOT'J)hologie dea Luthenuma, I, pp. 51,
377.) -They cannot get along without it. They need It for their
own peace of mind. · Having established to their own satlsfacticm
that the Bible is not reliable in its scientific statements, they quiet
their apprehensions as to the general reliability of the Bible by
taking refuge in their dogma: The Bible does not claim plenary Inspiration and full inerrancy. Examine Dr. Stump's statement "'l'be
holy writen were not inspired to be 'teachen of astronomy or
geology or physics (Jacobs)', and no •umbff of conmzdictiou ia
11
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tMa aplami 100Ulcl '•halce
con;fidnce m the Gb.olu.te e&uthoritt, of
Holt1 Scriptun u 11,a, W!m111& guide m e&ll ffle&tten of fa.Uh C&1ICl pnzctfee (Jacobs).'" They think, too, that they need it In order to save
tbe reputation of the Bible and keep men from akept1c:lsm. The
article "& the Bible a Text-Book on Science?" in The Pnl•l>J,terie&,a,
of July 19, 1928, speaks of "the oft-auerted apology so timidly
spoken in the hope of saving the Bible from the ruthless destructlon
wrought by the critics and the sclentist:s, an apology wblch. runs
'We do not accept the Bible as a text-book on science, but we
do accept it as a guide to religion and life.' When in the presence
of higher critics these same religionists admit: 'We do not accept
the Bible as a text-book on history, but we do accept it as a guide
to religion and life.'" That describes the situation correctly. Hear,
for instance, J.M. Gibson. Speaking of "the theory that Scripture
WU given to acquaint people with astronomy, geology, history, and
everything else under the sun, and above it, too," he warns us that
that ''raises a host of difficulties which no ingenuity can completely
remove and men like Tyndall and Huxley are forced into skepticism. • • • Make the demand that it must be a scientific revelation,
and you put innumerable weapons into the hand of the enemy"
(op. cit., pp. 91, 169 ff.). - Indeed, they make much of this axiom of
theirs. W. Sanday sums up for the moderns: ''The Biblical writers
were not perfectly acquainted with the facts of science: is it certain
that they would be more perfectly acquainted with the facts of
history?" But be of good cheer: ''It is coming to be agreed among
thinking men that the Bible was never meant to teach science and
that the Biblical writers simply shared the scientific beliefs of their
own day." (Op. cit., pp. 25, 27.)
But all of this is sophistry. The reasoning is fallacious. The
fact that Scripture is not a text-book of science has no bearing on
the question whether its scientific statements are true. We are not
now considering the fact that Scripture claims infallibility for all
of its statements. We are examining the statement of the moderns
that, since Scripture does not present itself as a text-book of
science, it cannot be permitted to claim accuracy for its scientific
statements. And we shall say that that statement is devoid of logic
and common sense. No man in his senses will say that the historical data presented by a reputable historian are, of course, reliable (so far as a human writer can claim reliability) but that,
when he trenches upon the domain of natural science, he is under
suspicion, for he is merely a historian. When a statesman writes
a paper on the international situation, will you say that, however
right he may be on political questions, his historical references are
eo ipso less reliable than those of a historian? Dare you presume
that, however careful he is in his political statements, he permits
51
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hlmaelf to become careless in. stating hlstorlc:al facts? Moreoverand this ls addressed to the c:omervatlves among the moderm
how are you go!ng to prove your thesfa that, became the purpme of
Scripture ls to make us wise unto salvation, not to give us a mane
in. astronomy, etc., the Holy Ghost wu careful about matten of
doctrine but on scientific mattera left the prophets to theJr own
devices and permitted all sorts of in.accuracies and erron to mea

up His Holy Scriptures? You must prove-not merely aaertthat auch a mode of procedure wu naturally to be expected of the
Holy Ghoat. We say It ls unreasonable to expect that. Dr. Pieper:
''It ls a foollsh objection agalnat the Inspiration of Holy Scripture
when modem theologians state that the Bible ls no text-book of
history or geography or natural aclence and that for this reuan It
ls self-evident that inspiration could not pertain to the hlatorical,
geographical, and natural-history atatementa. . . . It ls Indeed 'no
text-book of the natural aclencea.' Ita true purpose ls rather to
teach the way to heaven by faith in. Christ, 2 Tim. 3:15; John 17:20;
20: 31; Eph. 2: 20-22. But where it does, even though only In puling, teach matters of natural history, ita atatementa are
incontrovertibly true according to John 10: 35." (Op.cit., pp. 285,384, 577.)1e 1
And there ls no reason in the world why John 10:35 should not
apply to czll of Scripture. There ls no known law of reason that
compels us to say that, because the Bible la not an astronomical treatise, ita astronomical statements are subject to doubt.
Dr. Stoeckhardt'a judgment on Grau'• argument ls: "Was 1st du
fuer ein Wlrrwarr! Und was 1st du fuer elne Loglk!"
Notice the sinister sophistry. Through an ambiguous use of
terms the statement ''The Bible ls not a aclentlfic treatise" ia made
142) Dr.LS. Keyser: "Sometimes you hear men ay that the B1ble
wu not written to teach sc:lence. 'l'bat ia true when properly qualilied,
but It ia not sweepingly true. The Bible wu not meant to teach ICiem:e
u a sclentlflc text-book, but even the lay mind can see that, wherever
the Bible makes statements that belong to the scientlftc realm. its statement. ought to be correct, to agree with what ia known to be true in
sclentlflc research." (In the Luth. Church Reulew, quoted in Lehn und
Wehn1 1905, p. HO.) Dr. M. Reu: "Scrl_pture ia no text-book on hiltory
or arcneology or astronomy or psychology. But does from, this follou,
that It must be subject to error when It occulonally speaks of matters
pertaining to that field of knowledge?" (ln the 1-ntereat of Lathera11
Unity, p. 70.) We call special attention to the following paragraph from
D. J. Burrell'• Wh.v l Believe the Bible (p. 52) beca111e it point■ out the
fatal con.aequenc:es of the contention under dlscuaion. "It ia a common
thing to hear it .said: 'The Bible was not intended to be a scientUic book,'
giving the impreaaion that it make■ little difference, therefore, whether
ita sclentlflc afJirmatlona are correct or not. Thia, however, ia not a matter of amall moment. If the book ia not veracious in tbia ~ .
what~d have we for committing ourselves to ita spiritual gnidancw?
• •• The question ia not whether the Bible wu intended to be a scientific
book or not, but whether the Bible ia true. It ia not true unless it ii
true and reliable every way."
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to mean, ''Its statements are not acientUlcall,y correct," and the mind
of the almple Ja confused. The thought Ja suggested: A text-book
of IClence uaea exact language; does lt not? The Bible Ja not such
a text-book, Ja It? Therefore you need not look for exactness in
the Bible on some subjects - and plenary lmplratlon must be
given up.
Examine, too, the argument that "'in this field of human knowledge, men can discover truth by searching after it," or, as N. R. Best
puts it: ''When, pray tell us, did God ever make to man a gratuitous
present of information which man could by any pains search out for
hlmaelf?" (Op. eit., p. 82.) That is beside the question. What is
there, pray tell us, to hinder God from putting, through inspiration,
His divine authority between the acientific statements in question?
'l'be holy writers may have known some of these things (not all of
them, by any means) through observation. But it pleased God to
IUBl'Bl1tee the truth of it to us.
Again, the employment of caricature always betrays a sophis-

tical intent. When Gibson speaks of the ''theory that Scripture was
to acquaint people with astronomy, geology, history, and everuthing
elae undff the aun, cincl cibove it, too," and Beat asks: "Can three
pages of duodeeimo print (this Genesis prolog) be a compendium

of universal origins?" (Loe. eit.), and Prof. W. H. Dunphy states
that ''the worshiper of the letter insists on treating them as an
encyclopedfci of univnaczl infonnation." (The Living Chun:h, Feb.18,
1933), they misrepresent our position. The Bible does make some
scientific statements but does not claim- nor do we claim for itthat it gives universal information. These men are befogging the
issue.

They argue, furthermore, from unproved premises. They
aaaume that the Bible is concerned only with religious truths, not
with scientific truths. While they are trying to prove this assumpUon (against the explicit declaration of Scripture that cill Scripture
is inspired and true) , we shall go a step further and tell them that
what Scripture says on historical, scientific matters, and the like,
subserves its religious teaching.143>
143) Dr. Stoeckhardt: "These seemingly extraneous matters are
throughout put by Scripture into relation with faith, are matters that
belo~ to God and faith. • . . Does not the account of Gen. 1 touch the
speclfi.c Christian faith? Do the Gentiles and the Turks confess together
with us Christians the first article of the Christian faith?" (Loe. cit.,
pp. 327, 332.) J . A. Cottam: "In the first chapter of Genesis the Bible
111caks with authority, clearly, and finally on a matter of biology . • . aa
a matter of the greatest religious importance" (K11010 the Tn&Ch, p.69).
J. G. Machen: "People say that the Bible is a book of religion and not
a book of &clence, and that, where it deals with scientific matters, it is
not to be tnisted. . . . I should like to ask you one question. What do
you think of the Bible when it tells you that the body of the Lord Jesus
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And finally, back of It all ls the auumptlcm of IIClenUSc em,n
In the Bible. The entire dlscuaslon rum around a mistaken notkm.
All the energy expended In trying to show why the Blble la little
concemed about the exactness of Its scientific teaching ls wutecl
effort. As long u the premise ls not proved, they are engaged In
Idle discussions.
If anything more should be said on this subject, we'll l8Y tbla:
No, the Bible ls no text-book of science; It ls something Infinitely
better than any text-book of science. All of Its scientific atatementa
are reliable. Scientific: text-books have to be rewritten every few
years. But not a single paragraph of the Bible needs to be revlaed.
If any statement in the text-books ls confirmed by the Bible, then
you can absolutely rely on it. Again: the Bible supplements thele
text-books most helpfully. Science for the Element4Tt1-School
Teacher brought up the question about the origin of human Intelligence and speech, but was unable to give the teacher the
needed information. The Bible gives it. J. Stump ls wrong when
he says that the holy writers did not know more on scientific matters than other men of their day. On some things they knew, by
revelation, much more. On the origin of this world Moses knew
more than the men of his day and many men of our day.-.And
here they are filling the world with the cry: The Bible ls not a textbook of science! 1•H>
No. 17. The variant-readings sophistry. The contention is
that we have no reliable Bible text and that, consequently, Verbal
Inspiration must go by the board. Theodore Kaftan: ''The number
of the variant readings is legion; there is no fixed text; it must give
the verbal-inspirationist quite a jolt when he realizes that no one,
not even he himself, is able to say which text is the one that is
verbally inspired." (See Pieper, op. cit., p. 287.) N. R. Best: "On the
hypothesis here outlined the revelation of God perished from the
earth ages ago - being destroyed by the incompetence of those who
transcribed it from one manuscript to another and rendered it out
of its original languages into the tongues of the nations. The logic
Christ came out of the tomb on the first Easter morning nineteen hundred
years ago? . . . Account would have to be token of it in any ideally
complete seientlfic description of the physical universe. . . . Is that one
of those scientific matters to which the Inspiration of the Bible does not
extend? ..•" (TILe Chriftian Ftifth m the Modem World, p. SU.)
144) Luther: The only book in which no historical [or scientific]
errors can. occur is the Bible. See XIV:491.-Dr. A. Graebner: "The
Bible is not a text-book of zoolo17 or biology or astronomy. d•irnt:5
for itself the authority secured by the most careful and extend
human lnveatlgatlon, observation, and speculation. Its dalrns are infinitely higher. The authority of human scientists ls never more than
human; tliat of the Scriptures is everywhere divine. The omniscient
Creator knows more nbout His handiwork than any created mind. Etc."
(TheologicCll Quarterli,, VI, p. 41.)
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of tbla la that we today have no Bible at all to wblch any divine
authority can be attributed." (Op. dt., p. 78.) J. Aberly: "If it was
necenary to eUrninate all such erron from the original records,
would it not seem to be just u necessary to guard against their
c:reeplq in tbrouah their trammlulon? . . . 'God in His wisdom
may have given to His people in early ages.an absolutely inerrant
book, but that His providence has failed to preserve.'" (The Luth.
Ch.un:11 QuanfflV, 1935, p.125.) Lyman Abbott presents the case
thua, and it could not be better presented: "An infallible book is
• book which without any error whatever conveys truth from one
mind to another mind. In order that the Bible should be infallible,
the original writers must have been lnfalllbly informed as to the
truth; they must have been able to express it infallibly; they must
have had a language which was an infallible vehicle for the communication of their thoughts; after their death their manuscripts
must have been infallibly preserved and infallibly copied; when
translation became necessary, the lranslators must have been able
to give an infallible translation; and, finally, the men who receive
the book must be able infallibly to apprehend what was thus infalllbly understood by the writers, infallibly communicated by
them, infallibly preserved, infallibly copied, and infallibly translated. Nothing less than this combination would give us today an
Infallible Bible; and no one believes that this infallible combination
exlats. Whether the original writers infallibly understood the truth
or not, they had no infallible vehicle of communicating it; their
manuscripts were not infallibly preserved or copied or t.ranslated;
and the sectarian differences which exist today afford an absolute
demonstration that we are not infallibly able to understand their
meaning.'' (Evolution of Chriatianitv, p. 36 f. Quoted in Foster,
Modem Movementa in American Theology, p. 99 f.)
Now, the appearance of a legion or legions of variant readings
does not jar our belief in Verbal Inspiration in the lenst. According
to the first form of the present argument the condition of the copies
renders the alleged inspiration of the originals doubtful or even
illusory. It certainly does not. The fact that our copies offer a
multitude of variant readings has no bearing on the Scriptural
thesis that everything written by the holy writers was verbally
inspired and remains verbally inspired. We insist that these two
matters be kept separate. Let it be that the copyists did not do
their transcribing by inspiration; nobody claims that. But the
question before us just now is: Were the originals written by inspiration? And the fallibility of the copyists certainly does not
affect the infallibility of the prophets and the apostles.
No modem will deny this self-evident truth, put in this bald
form. When pressed, the moderns produce the second form of the
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argument. We notice, however, that their dlacualon of tbe variant
reaclinp has a tendency to get back to the question of tl&e iuphtion of Scripture. By implication and imlnuatlon doubt is belnc
cast on the verbal inspiration of the original doc:uments. aiaria
Hodge makes the statement ''Many of them [the d1screpancles] may
fairly be ascribed to eT'7'0T'S of tninaerib.,..,. (S11stema&ic TMolon,
I, p. 169), and the former owner of my copy of the book at once
wrote on the margin: "What In these cases becomes of verfH&1 '11-

apiration?" And when Hodge states on the next page that ''the
writers were under the guidance of the Spirit of God ••• and the
Sacred Seriptures are so miraculously free from the soiling touch
of human fingers," our annotator points to the "errors of transcribers" and asks: What, then, becomes of verbal lnsplratlon? 'l'he
same idea is put into print by Dr. H. C. Alleman: "At belt the
theory of n mechanical verbal inspiration can apply only to the
original manuscripts of the authors themselves and not to coplel,
and surely not to translations. Now, we do not have the original
manuscripts; the Holy Spirit did not preserve them. What we clo
have in the original languages are copies, manifestly faulty. Critical scholars have found ten thousand diversities in the preserved
manuscripts of the Old Testament and 150,000 in the New Testament, a total of 160,000 in the Bible. So the theory of a mechanical
verbal inspiration simply falls to pieces." (The Luth. Chun:h QuaTteTly, 1936, p. 247.) Note the "at beat," italicized by us, and note
that "the theory of a mechanical verbal inspiration" which has
"fallen to pieces" is the teaching that the originals were written by
verbal inspiration. Note also the "if'' in Dr. Aberly's statement:
"lf it was necessary to eliminate such errors from the original
records...." Dr. J. A. Singmaster writes: "Another startling fact
contradicts the dictation theory, and that is the numerous various
readings in the several manuscripts. While these do not vitiate
the Scriptures in the least, they do show that God did not seem to
require that every word must be miraculously preserved as originally written." (Handbook of Chriatian Theology, p. 67.) What is
the "dictation theory"? The teaching that the words written by the
apoatlea and the prapheta were verbally inspired; and, says Dr.
Singmaster, the various readings in the copies prove that this
teaching cannot stand. Dr. J. A. W. Haas uses pretty plain language. '"llle early position of Protestant doctrine put an infallible
Bible over against an infallible organization. It iB auppoaedn (our
italics) ''that the original manuscripts of the books of the Bible
were without error in every detail. No one ever saw or can prove
such an infallible set of books, but their existence is made an
article of faith. Actually Christians have always had a Bible
that contains many variant readings." (What Ought l to Beliei,e,
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p.28f.)H11> The subtle suggestion la that somehow or other the
the verbal lnlplratlcm of the originals. So let 1111 settle tb1a point once for all.
'l'he fac:t that a copyist m1aspellecl a certain word or substituted a
different word does not make the original word uninspired. The
fact- and th1a la an apt analogy-that human nature la now corrupt does not alter the fact that man was created perfectly holy.
You know thls; you concede it when pressed for a definite statement. And we shall hold you to your conceulon. You have lost
the right to mJx up with your discussion of the faulty copies any
cliacussion of the originals. All "Ifs" and "buts" based on the
copies are ruled out by mutual agreement.
Furthermore, we are not ready to discuss the faulty copies
with any one who does not admit the infallibility of the originals.
When Dr. Abbott presents his list of "infallibilities" to us, we stop
him after the first item: ''In order that the Bible should be infallible, the original writers must have been infallibly informed as
to the truth; they must have been able to express it infallibly."
Surely; but do you, Dr. Abbott, believe that they did write by inspiration? When he says No, and when others say: "God mciv hcive
given to His people in early ages an absolutely inerrant book," we
refuse to continue the discussion. First the question of the verbal
inspiration and infallibility of the Bible must be settled between us.
Unless that is settled, our conversation on the errors of the copyists
and translators and printers can reach no satisfactory conclusion.
It is evident that, when one party accepts the inspiration of the
Bible as an established truth and insists that the errors in the
copies cannot overthrow that fact, while the other party insists on
constructing the doctrine of inspiration from the condition of the
copies, the two parties are talking along different lines, and the
talk will go on interminably. And there are practical considerations behind our insistence on settling, first and before anything
else, the question of the infallibility of the holy writers. Much is
gained, everything is gained, when a man has been convinced, by

leslou of variant readlnp must cawie doubts u to

145) The same idea wos expressed and applied not only to Verbal
Inspiration but also to faith in Christ, by Prof. E.W. E. Reuss, of Strasbourg, who, when a student had handed in on essay in which he maintained his faith in thellenary and literal inspiration of Scripture, told
him: "My dear frien , the arguments of science do not affect you
because tlie subject in question is in your eyes D matter of faith. Well,
allow me to uy to you in the name of the faith you propose to defend
that the ground on which__you have taken your stand is an extremely
dangerous one. · To identify faith in Christ with the historical belief
that is bound up with Biblic:il documents is to enter on a path which
may lead_you very far. The least weakening of your theory of the
Canon will shake the whole superstructure of :your Christianity, and
the reaction may be as subtle as it will be radical." (Quoted, with
approval, in R. F. Horton, Revelation 11nrl the Bible, p. VI.)
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Scripture, that all Scripture ls given by lmplratlon of God. Such
a man will stand firm when the shock-troops-the leglam al
various readlnp- are unloosed upon bfm. And only such a ma
ls in a position to take up the study of these varlantll (textual
criticlsm} profitably. A man who takes a negative attitude towards
the inspiration of Scripture will hail these legions u helpful allles;
he who takes a doubting attitude will quickly surrender to them.
Our first concern ls to get men to listen to what Scripture
soys on Verbal Inspiration. To that we devote most of our time.
We do not, of course, absolutely refuse to discuss anything else.
If men Insist on constructing the doctrine of inspiration from tbe
condition of the copies, we shall devote some little time to that
angle. We'll do that presently. But all along we shall keep on
stressing the main points, first, that Scripture teaches Verbal Inspiration and, second: the fact that the copies are somewhat
faulty does not prove and does not indicate that the originals
were faulty.Ho,
The modems, in general, admit that. As a rule, they put
their variant-reading-argument in this form: there are legions of
variant readings; it follows that we have no fixed, no authentic:,
no reliable text; and from that it follows that Verbal Inspiration
is a dead issue. Dr. A. E. Deitz puts it this woy: ".Manifestly, we
cannot be guided by a book which is no longer available, however
perfect and inerrant and infallible it may have been." (The Luth.
Cl£. QuaneTlJI, 1935, p. 130.) Another modem puts it still more
bluntly: •~we have been dwelling in the troditionol text as in an
ancient, comfortable house; the spirit of our fathers ruled there
and made it comfortable and cozy. Now comes the building
inspector, condemns the building, and demands that we move out."
The old house is "rotten, rickety, in a tumble-down condition."
(Sec Pieper, op. cit., I, p. 414.)
148) Dr. A. Hoenecke: "A further objection: Since we certainly do
not poaeu the original text throughout, verbal inspiration cannot be
predicated of the Bible throughout. Eln wirkllch toerichter Einwand!
They must have a poor case if they have to resort to 111ch 111bterfuges.
They fail to distinguish between the inspiration and the preservation of
the inspired Scriptures. . • • Even though we admit that in sevenl
passages we do not hove the inspired text, that dlsestabllahes the inspiration of the original Scriptures as little as the present corrupt condition
of man docs away with the creation of the ftnt man in the image of
Goel." (Ev.-Luth. Dog., I, p. 388.) Dr. W. Dau: "U in a copy of the
Bible that should fall into the hands of Pastor Montellua one leaf were
mlaing, the Bible would not on that account be defective. U In the
translation which we hove something should have been rendered incorrectly, the Bible would not on that account be faulty. U the manuscriptl
that have been preserved till our time should in some case.s be undecipherable, or some mistake of a copyist should be found in it, the
Bible would not on that account be erroneous." (Theol Jlfthl11.,
,
1923 p. 75.)
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Let us eumlae this second form of the lll'IUJl19Dt. We shall
ftnd that lt ls an unwarranted generalization to say that on account
of the lepcma of variant read.lap our present Bible text ls doubtful
ad unreliable. Note, ID the first place, the tendentious overstatement, the aopbiatlcal exaggeration ln the argument. These legions
of variant readlap consist, as the textual critics tell WI, for the
Brater part, by far the greater part, ln variations ln the spelling
and the like, which do not ln any way affect the sense, things
about which no serious man would make a fuss. Such for instance,
are "the variations ln the spelling of proper names: NataohNa.taoff. • . • Among other insignificant variations may be mentlcmed the presence or absence of v final in verbs: ncvr.-nr.yn,"
and IO ad infinitum. (A. B. Bruce, Ezp. G,-. Teat., I, p. 52 f.)147>
'l'bla claa of variant readinp does not jolt WI. These legions make
• great din, but as they come closer, we find them to consist of tin
soldiers. What the modems say of the havoc wrought by these
armies is of the same value as some of the war-bulletins being
laued by the high commands.
Next, some of these variants do indeed affect the sense. Some
- • few. Do not keep up your sophistical practice of exaggerating!
There are only a few that affect the sense, as the textual critics
tell us. "It ls :reckoned that of the seven thousund nine hundred
and fifty-nine verses of the New Testament there hardly exist ten
or twelve in which the corrections that have been introduced by
the new :readings of Griesbach and Scholz, as the result of their
immense researches, have any weight at all. Further, in most instances they consist but in the difference of a single word, and
sometimes even of a single letter." (L. Gaussen, op. cit., p.190. Examine the exhaustive lists given in that chapter.) Ten or twelve
verses - and our war-bulletin writers speak of "legions"! And
now mark well: these few variants which do effect the sense in no
case affect any Scriptural doctrine. For instance, the variant Ii;
or a for Ot o; in 1 Tim. 3: 16 are certainly not equivalents. But
reading "who" for "God" in no wise affects the doctrine of the deity
of Christ. This doctrine is abundantly established by the host of
the other dicta. proba.ntia. Let 1 John 5: 7 be an interpolation; does
that fact give the doctrine of the Trinity the least jolt? Some im147) "'l'he miracle of inspiration ls not perpetuated in th01e who have
c:opiecl and translated the Scriptures, though the ac:cepted translation ls
so entirely free from fundamental error that fairnea must conclude that
God hu wonderfully preserved the purity of the original text in the
trammlssion. Prof. Moses Stuart, one of the ablest scholars of modern
tima, ays: 'Out of some 800,000 various readings of the Bible that have
been eolleeted, about 795,000 are of about as much importance as the
question in EnJlllsh orthography ls whether the word honor or S11vfor
should be spelfed with a u or without it." (Pn>c., Southeutem. Dist.,
1939, p. 2'1.)
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portant manuscrjpts omit the clause 6 6v h ~ ~ 1n lalmS:18.
Delete it, and Scripture still teaches that the Son of Kan 1a and wa
in heaven. 'There are instances where, If a certain variant 1a ac,.
cepted, the passage no longer proves a certain doctrine. But tbe
remarkable thing is that these instances occur only 1n cues wlme
this doctrine is firmly established by many other paaages." (Proceedi119s, Sr,nodic:al Con.f., 1888, p. 66.) The fact is that "the wmderful divine providence so held its protecting hand over the Bible
text that in spite of the 1.111riae lecticme• not a single Christian doctrine has become doubtful." (Pieper, op. cit., p. 290.)HII> 'l'be text
of the Bible is in such a condition that in every instance where we
need a plain, direct, clear statement of doctrine or important fact,
the text is there - clear and uncorrupted. The bombs wblch the
legions of the variant readings discharged against the c:ertalllty of
the text are duds. This talk about the dilapidated condition of our
Bible home is justly characterized by Dr. Pieper as "&ivoloua tallr.
flowing from jgnorance."
Note, in the second place, the fallacy in the generalization: The
Bible text, as we have it, is not reliable because of the variant
readings. There is doubt, to be sure, about the reading of aome
passages. But we shall never grant that that fact casts doubt on
the reliability of the ten thousand passages about which there is no
doubt. The textual critics - and they need not be verbal-implrationists-will not stand for such insinuations of the modems. They
do not speak of the Bible text as unreliable. Thf!JI speak of an
established, authentic, accepted text. And so shall we. The
moderns are unreasonable. Take a reasonable view: God certainly
wanted the churches of today to have the same advantage as the
first churches, which had the original manuscripts, written by the
apostles. God wants all churches of all times to have a certain,
sure Word, expressed in a certain, sure text. Now, if the fact that.
there are variant readings would deprive us of a reliable Bible
148) Prof. Moses Sluarl: "Of the remainder some change the seme
of particular paaogcs or expressions or omit _parUcular words or ~ ;
but not. one doctrine of religion is changed, not one precept II taken
away, not one important fact. is altered, by the whole of iho various
readings collectively taken." (Loe. cit.) "Richard Bentley,_ the ablest
and boldest of the earlier classical critics of England, amrmed that
even tho worst of manuscripts does not pervert or set aside 'one article
of faith or moral precept.' . . . And Dr. Ezra Abbot of Harvard. who
ranked among the first textual critics and was not hmnpered by orthodox
bias (being a Unitarian) , asserted thnt 'no Christian doctrine or duty
rests on those portions of the text which are affected by the cWrenmc:et
in the manuscripts; still less is anything euentlal in Chrlstfanlty
touched by the various readings. They do, to bo sure, affect the bearing
of a (ew passages on the doctrine of the Trlruty; but tho truth or falalty
of the doctrine by no means depends upon the reading of these paaqes.'"
(B. Manly, 7'he Bible Doctrine of In,piratfon, p. 224.)
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text, would God have permitted these variants to occur? Is tb1s
:rat1c,npJ1ztn1? Well, then listen. to Christ'• own suarantee that the
aiurch of later days shall have a 1ood text, perfectly good and
reliable. John 17: 20 guarantees that the word of the apostles will
nmain In the possession of the Church, the word of the apostles as
tnnsmltted to the Church In a reliable text. And when Christ asks
Bia dlsclples of the later days to continue In His Word (John 8:
31, 32) and to teach all thlnp He commanded (Matt. 28: 20), He
promises them a good, reliable, absolutely reliable text; else they
could not know His Word. And He has kept His prom1se.1-10,
The broad statement that the Church of today must set along
with a corrupted, unreliable Bible text does not express the truth.
It does not ogree with the facts.1GO> And it does not proceed &om
the Christian way of thinking, &om Christ's way of thinking. In
spite of the variants found in the Old Testament Christ said: ''They
have Moses and the Prophets" (Luke 16: 29); they have a reliable
text. And when He appealed to the tezt aa 10ritten, "we do not
nad," says Dr. Pieper, ''that the devil brought up the matter of
'various readings' " (p. 288). Summa. aummarum, "what the
149) The Lord took special cnre of this mntter. No, He did not
endow the copy.lats with miraculous lnfalllblllty, but we are going to

that lt la a miracle before our e1.,es that the text has been so faithfully preserved. We speak of • the wonderful, miraculous divine
providence guardlng the text." "We truly stand before a miracle of
divine providence." (F. A. Philippi. See Pieper, op. clt., p. 409.) "God
ha wonderfully preserved the purity of the original text 1n the transmlalon." (See above.) "Very wonaerfully and very graclously," sa)'I
J. G. Machen, "has God provided for the preservation, from generation
to generation, of His holy Word.••• You do not have to depend for the
assurance of your salvation and the ordering of your Christian lives
upon pa11111gcs where either the origlnlll wording or the meaning ls
doubtful. God has provided very wonderfullr, for the transmission
of the tnt and for the translation into English. ' (The Christin. Faith
la tl1e .Modena. \VoTld, p. 43f.) "The Lord has watched miraculously
OY<!r His Word,'' &aYI Gaussen (op. cit., p. 187), who asks us to compare
the Bible in this respect with any other book of antiquity ("the comedies
of Terence alone have presented thirty thousana variant readhupi;
and yet these are only six ln number, and they have been copied a
tho111BJ1d times less often than the New Testament") and to meditate
on the 1aying of Bengel: "Thou mayest, then, dlsmia all those doubts
which at one time so horribly tormented myself. If the Holy Scriptures which have been so often copied and which have passed so often through
the faulty hands of ever fallible men-were abiolutely without variations, the miracle would be so great that faith 1n them would no
longer be faith. I am aatoniahed, on tJ1e contra"1/, that the T"eaul& of
all tlio1e tTGnac:riptlon1 has not been a. ,nucl, QTeater numbeT of difeT"ent
t'tfldings.n (Op. cit., p. 196.)
150) These are the facts: "The best of the present-day Hebrew
and Greek scholars assert that in probably nine hundred and ninety-nine
eases out of a thousand we have either positive knowledge or reasonable
aaurance u to what the original words were; so accurately have the
copyistl ~roduced them, and so faithfully have the translators done
their work. (L. Boettner, The lnspination of t11e Scriptun1, p. 19.)

18,)'
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Church Jacks in our day is not a reliable text of the Bible, bat
the faith in the sufficiently reliable text" (p. '10. - Be sure to re.a
the two sections in Pieper on this subject, I, pp. 288 ff. and 408 if.).
No, the few variants - by now we are agreed that the varioaa
readings which amount to anything are but few in number-jolt
us as little as the obscure passages in the Bible disturb our faith.
The Bible contains some crucea interpnrtum, but we have never
permitted the Romanists to adduce this fact as a proof for their
dogma of the obscurity of Scripture. We cannot be absolutely sure
whether the io1vvcln in John 5:39 is the indicative or the imperative. Does that justify any man to deny the clarity of Scripture!
And the occurrence of a few variants is not n sane argument agalmt
the integrity of the tezt of the Bible. The Protestants among the
moderns will not receive a jolt if the Romanist should argue: Since
there are some obscure passages in the Bible, the whole Bible 11
obscure. Then they should not try to jolt us by employing the same
line of argument: Since the text in some instances bas been corrupted, the Bible text is unreliable. 11il>
Here is a variation of the second form of the argument: We no
longer hove the original manuscripts; they may have been-or
were - inerrant by virtue of Verbal Inspiration; but since we
possess only copies, made by fallible men, it is a waste of time to
discuss Verbal Inspiration; it has no practical volue.-The exam151) Prof. J.P. Koehler: "Es moegen in eh1zelnen Stellen Unklarheltcn entatehen, so dass mnn die Stellen gerade nlcht bestlmmt auslepn
kann. In den meisten Faellen bezieht sich das auf aeuaere spracblicbe
Dlnge, oder es betrifft feine Sc:hntUerungen der Gedankenverblnd.un&
auf deren Festatellung wenlg ankommt, sowclt es die Lehre betri!ft.
Man wird die Stellen dann zu den sogcnannten dunklen Stellen rechnen,
wenlgstens in dieser Hinsicht. Aber dcr Klarhelt der Schrift, sowelt es
sich um die Lehre handclt, tut du deslualb keinen Eintrag, well die
betreffende Lehre entweder schon in solcher Stelle oder somtwo in der
Schri!t klar vorliegt. • • • Es kann der unpruenglJche Text durch die
Abschrelber verdorben sein, dadurch daa ale Woerter abslchtlich oder
unabslchtllch einschoben. Da entsteht wleder die Frage, ob diese Tat•che uns den 11orlie9enden. Bibeltext nlcht zwelfelhaft mache. • • •
Manche I.cute meinen, es sel nicht noetig, auf dem Wortlaut zu bestehen,
well er jo doch nicht gewiss ist. Doch das folgt nJcht. Du blelbt
stehen, Gott hat sein Wort durch den Heillgen Geist eingegeben, so
daa keln Tuettel davon hinfallen kann, und wlr bestehen darum bei
der Auslegung auf dem Wortlaut, wo er festateht. In andem Faellen aber
geben wir uns wiedcrum nicht mit Wortklouberel ab, sondem lusen
solch aeuaere Dinge dahingestcllt, um so mehr, ala die Wahrhelt der
Lehre doc:h nicht davon abhaengt. D111111 es mit der aeusseren Gestalt
der Schrift so ateht, du gehoert mit zu lhrer mensc:hlichen N'iedrigkelt.
die von Gott iedenfalls clamit zugleich sozusagen in Kauf genommen
wurde, dau er seine Offenbarung in menschllche Rede durch Memchen
ldelden llea. Es ist daher eine unventaendlge Uebenchaetzung solcber
rein menachlichen Dinge, wenn slch jemand dadurch in seinem Glauben
an die Unfehlbarkeit der Schrift in jedem Wort, das pachrieben lat,
wankend machen Iaeat." (De,- Brief Pauli cm die Galater, p. ~ f .)
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lnatlcm of tbla UI\IIIU!Dt wW take us over the old ground,

indeed,

but it will do no harm to emphuize some of the old points.
We beard Dr. J. A. W. Haas say: "No one ever saw or can prove
sw:h an infalllble set of books," and heard Dr. A. E. Deitz repeat it:
"Manifestly we cannot be guided by a book which ls no longer
available, however perfect and inerrant and infallible it may have

been." Let us hear Dr. E. H. Delle repeat it. Discussing the statement by Dr. W. A. Maier: "I challenge any one within the range of
my voice to show that the Bible, as originally inspired by God, contains even a minute mistake," he says: ''This ls a retreat to an impossible citadel in order to defend an unnecessary point of view
of what ls essential to Christianity. If we had the Bible 'as originally Inspired of God,' this challenge might be of some force."
(The Luth. Chv:rch Qucinmv, 1936, p. 426.) This slur about an "impossible citadel" ls played up by W. M. Forrest in this wise: "No
one can attack a non-existent fortification. The autographs [of the
Bible] are nowhere; no man living can prove what was in them,
and no man dead has left us any record of what they were like
when he read them. . . . All we have is our existing Bible. If it
needed to be inerrant, why did God allow it to become errant after
having gone to the trouble of getting it all miraculously written out
without error? .•." (Do FuTldcimentcdiata Plciv FciiT·? P. 55 f.) The
commissioners of the U. L. C. A. played it up in their report to the
convention of 1938: ''The disagreement [on the doctrine of verbal
inspiration] relntes, furthermore, to a matter of theological interpretation, which, in addition, applies only to a non-existent original
text of the Scriptures." (See The Lutlienin, Oct. 5, 1938.) And the
presidentlal address at the same convention stated: ''The crucial
difference developed in recent discussions rests in the matter of the
verbal inspiration of an original text of the Scriptures (which, of
course, does not exist)."
These flippancies call for a few remarks. (1) "No one ever
saw such an infallible set of books." Neither did any one of us
see Christ. Does it follow that our knowledge of Christ is faulty?
We know as much of the power and love and beauty of Christ as
those who saw Him with their physical eyes. If you admit that,
you will no longer argue that, because you have not seen the
original manuscripts, you cannot know whether they were without error in every detail.J:;::
i
152) D. J. Burrell: "We have heard the higher critics saying: 'What
Is the use of aflinning inerrancy of an "original autograph" which is
not in existence? The theory that there were no errors in the original

text Is sheer assumption, upon which no mind can rest with certainty.
We must take the Scriptures as we have them, without reference to
a hypothetical original which no living man has seen.' It is a poor
rule, however, which cannot be made to work both ways. No living
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2) "What u the uae of affirming lnerrancy of an 'orilinal autograph' which is not In existence?" The question hu only acedemtc
Interest. - No, it is a question of great importance, of the utmmt
importance. .we want to know whether the words that Paul wmle
down were (and are) the very words of God, by virtue of vezbal
inspiration. We want to know that today. For if the words of the
apostles, In the original autographs, were not God's words, worda

of power, life, and salvation, then the copies, written or printed,
could not transmit to us divine words. In the article "Have We
the Origlnal Text of the Holy Scriptures?" (Coxe. TIIBOL. :MDLT.,
X, p. 105 ff.) we read: ''If the origlnal manuscripts of the holy
< writers were inerrant, then it wu at leut poutble for IICribel to
transmit an inerrant message to posterity. If the original writlnp
were (and not merely contained) the Word of God, then the copies
transmit to us the Word of God in the degree In which they are
faithful to the original. If the original manuscripts were not, but
merely contained, the Word of God, accuracy of transcription did
not avail to render that divine which wu not divine. Yes, a peat
deal depends on the nature of the original." (Be sure to read the
entire article1)1 113> The moderns think they can get along with
an errant Bible. But to us the question of the verbal implratlon
and inerrancy of the Bible, the Bible u originally written, la a
matter of vital importance. - It la of some Importance, too, to the
textual critics. They are devoting much time to the labor of
restoring the original text. For many of them It is a labor of love.
And they have more than a literary interest in It. They would loee
their real interest if they knew that, after they bad improved the
faulty copies, they got nothing but a faulty Bible.
3) "No man dead has left us any record of what they [the
man hu ever seen the incarnate Word. There is no accurate portrait of
Him in existence - certainly not If the Scriptures are unreliable. Neverthelea we do believe that the original Christ, who for a brief period
of thirty years lived among men and then vanished from sight, was

'holy, harmlea and undefiled'; precisely u it is clabned the Scriptures
were in their original form." (Op. cft., p. 122.)
153) Dr. James 1111. Gray: "Some would argue speeiomly that to
insist on the inerrancy of a parchment no living being bu ever seen
question merely and without value. But do they not
is an
fall to see that the character and perfection of the Godhead are involved
in that inerrancy? Some years ago a 'liberal' theologian, deprecating
the discussion 3S not worth while, remarked that it was a matter of
small consequence whether a pair of trousers were origlnally perfect
If they were now rent. To which the valiant and witty David James
Burrell replied that it might be a matter of ama1l consequence to the
wearer of the trousers, but the tailor who made them would prefer
to have it understood that they did not leave his ahOP that way. • • •
The Most HJgh might at least be regarded u One who drops no ltltcbes
and sends out no imperfect work." (The Furulamentala, m, p. 11.)
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autographs) were like when he read them." -That is a contemptible statement. The earlier copyists left a record.
4) Now for their real argument: the original manuscripts have
disappeared, and since we have only copies of them, the value of
the original is loat.-Do they really mean to say that? That
would mean, of course, that, if God wanted us to have His real,
authentic, authoritative Word, Paul would have had to write out
a hundred million original manuscripts of his epistles, so that
every Christian congregation could have them in Paul's handwriting or In the handwriting of his thousand amanuenses. Or, as
the Cmn:. TmoL. MTBLY. article referred to above suggests, God
would have had to engrave His sacred Word on gold plates,
deposit them in a specified spot, entrust them, say, to the officials
of the Congressional Library in Washington "to be inspected and
copied by anybody that desired to do so." Copied? No; that would
not do either. For where is the guaranty that he copied correctly?
We cannot believe that the moderns seriously mean that a document
loses its value when it is copied. The Church at Rome did not
say that the only worth-while epistle they had was the Epistle to
the Romans. They did not say that they did not have the Epistle
to the Galatians because they had only a copy of it. They did
not demand that the autographs circulate in all congregations
of that day down to all congregations of the last days. How many
of our moderns have laid their eyes on the manuscripts which
contain the proclamations of the President or of the Leader of
Germany? All they see is the printed copy. And they know
exactly what these men said. Do our lawyers ask to have the
original engrossed documents embodying the legislative acts of
Congress in their hands before they make use of them? Have
done with this talk about copies not being as good as the originals.
The Bible did not lose its force, its authority, the divine power
of its words, through its transmission to us by way of written or
printed copies.
5) If the modems should now say that they were not referring
to the copies as such., but only to faulty copies, we shall tell them
that in that case they should not have used such general terms.
And since they have used general terms ("a non-existent original
text"), we shall not go on till they have definitely conceded that
a good copy is as good as the original. If that is conceded, we
shall have no further trouble with them. We, too, concede the
variant readings. We have conceded right along that in some
instances the original text has not yet been established. But we
do not concede that the faulty transcription or faulty translation
of a few passages vitiates the entire transcription. Some few
passages have become doubtful. That gives no man the right to
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c:ut doubt on all the other passages whoae radlDI la not ID cloalit.
Reasonable men do not thua treat other, human document&. Ba9II
done with thla vlcloua trlfllngl Since you have admitted that you
are not arguing against the copiu u such, accept the copies_ when
there are no various readings as being just as good as tbe orlllml,
the words you read in the copies as having the aame lnerraDcy ad
the same divine power as the words which were written by Paul'■
own pen. In the words of the Watchman-Enmfrlff: "Certainly, lt
muat always be remembered that, when we speak of the lDlplratlcm
of the words of Scripture, we loglc:ally mean thole words that were
written by Paul, Moses, and others. To this it ha■ been replied that
the documents written by Paul and Moses have peri■bed. Why
contend for the inspiration of something we do not posses■! Here
it ls well to remind the objector that the same question mlght allO
be asked of those who believe in any kind of Biblical lmplratlaD.
But there is an answer. Granted that the original document■ are
lost, the words of those documents ore still with us through copies
made before their loss. And in so far as we have the■e words,
we have a verbally inspired Bible today. The whole science of
textual criticism proceeds upon the assumption of an imp1red
original. And we cannot honor too highly that company of godly
scholars who have labored to lead us back to this original." (See
Theol. Mthl11., 1923, p. 363.)
Finally (6) the modems ought to realize that in arguing
against Verbal Inspiration on the basis of the alleged nonexistence of the original they are cutting their own throats. They
stand for, say, Partial Inspiration, the inspiration of the doctrinal
contents of the Bible; they insist that these doctrines are true
because the sections presenting them were written by impiraUon.
We ask them: What do you know of these doctrines! You do
not have the original text! You cannot prove the gratia univfflCUfl
with John 3: 16 because the original which ls supposed to have
contained these words is no longer in existence. "Here it la well
to remind the objector that the same question might also be asked
of those who believe in any kind of Biblical inspiration." 11141
Now let us take a last look at Abbott's "infallibilities" phalanx.
It looks formidable. But the argument is based on a fallacy. The
first statement: "In order that the Bible should be lnfallible, the
15') Dr. Pieper: ''Theodore Kaftan is

10

set on doing away with

Verbal Inspiration that he asserts two things which cancel each other.

On the one hand he asserts that, as all theologinna know, 'there is no
fixed, firm text,' 'since the number of variant read1np is legion.'
On the other hand, he (Kaftan) is sure that he can determine on the
basis of Scripture what in Scripture is and what ii not the objective
Word of God. That this would be impossible on the suppoaition that
'there is no fixed, firm text' did not dawn on him.'' (Op. cit., p. 368.)
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orillnal writers must have been lnfalllbly Informed u to the truth;
they muat have been able to express it lnfalllbly," ls a true statement. But the next statement: "After their death their manuscripts muat have been infalllb]¥ copied" is not true. It employs
the sophistical generalization cUacuued above. The mistakes
which the copylata made render a few passages doubtful but do
not make all the rest fallible. It is simply not true that a message,
a teaching, a statement, of the Bible loses its infalllbllity, its power,
its divine character, when a fallible human being copies it, transmits
it, preaches it. Will the condemned crimlnal doubt the validity
of the pardon because a low]¥ messenger, and not the governor
himself, brings and reads to him the pardon? And if the messenger
mispronounces a word or two, is the pardon invalidated? - Enough
bas been said on this matter above. We shall add only one more
remark. It ls conceivable that, when we offer our main proof
to Abbott- Christ's promise that He would preserve His infallible
Word to the Church- he might reply: How do you lmow that
Christ spoke those words? The original writers may have set
them down infallib]¥, but the faulty copies, ete., ete. Our final
remark is this: We go our way rejoicing and thanking God for
the precious boon of an infallible Bible; let the others, if they
must, wallow in the bog of doubt and uncertainly, a bog of their
own making.
The argument under consideration (No.17) is born of desperation. The case of those who deny the verbal inspiration and
reliability of the Bible must be desperate if they have to bring
In the unrelated matter of faulty copies. And this desperate argument, if upheld, leads to despair. If there is no reliance on our
Bible as we have it, we get religious nihilism.
TH. ENGELDER
(To be continued)

Sermon Study on Heb. 1:1-6
Eisenach Epistle for Second Christmas Day

The Eisenach Epistle-lesson for the Second Christmas Day is
taken from the first chapter of the Letter to the Hebrews. It comprises the prolog, vv.1-4, and three of the Scripture-passages cited
by the author in proof of his statement that Christ far excels the
angels in glory and power. The prolog consists of one long complex
sentence grouped around two statements, the first found in the
principal complex clause, vv.1, 2, "God hath spoken"; the second
in the complex subordinate clause, v. 3, "Who sat down." Round
about these two brief sentences the writer, in majestic language
well suited to his sublime subject, brings out his theme, introducing
58
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